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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC§112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 14-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being incomplete 
for omitting essential steps, such omission amounting to a gap between the steps. See MPEP 
§ 2172.01. The omitted steps are: the consequent steps after the step checking whether the 
window is new. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1, 3-9, 1 1-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
patent #6,473,102 (Rodden et al), in view of US patent #6,581,020 (Buote et al). 

- As for claims 1, 6, 7: Rodden et al (herein Rodden) teach a computer implemented 
method and corresponding system for displaying a graphical window on a display screen 
having a screen resolution, comprising the steps/means for: 
determining, for the window, whether a display size and display screen position are 
specified for the window (1:58-59, 2:14-17, 4:32-42), and 
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if the size and position are specified, rendering the window at the specified size and 
position so that the window is not automatically maximized ( 1 : 59 - 2: 1 1 . See also 
description of figure 4), 

if the size and position are not specified, determining the screen resolution for the display 
screen, 

automatically and inversely changing the size of a display window responsive to 
changing the screen resolution of current display device or switching between display 
devices of different resolution, i.e., changing the display device not the resolution (1:22- 
28; 3:62-66). 

Rodden fails to clearly teach the comparing the screen resolution against a pre- 
determined threshold value; and automatically maximizing the size of the window on the 
display screen if the screen resolution is below the pre-determined threshold value. 
However, in the same field of window layout, Buote et al teach the conparing screen 
resolution against a pre-determined threshold value and automatically maximizing the 
size of the window on the display screen if the screen resolution is below the pre- 
determined threshold value (Buote's 1 1 : 15-21). It would have been obvious to one of 
skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to combine Buote* s teaching to 
Rodden for automatically maximizing the window at a predetermined resolution 
threshold. Motivation of the combining is to predefine the window size to avoid the lost 
of information (i.e., the window become larger than the display screen). The steps/means 
for determining the screen resolution for the display screen is inherently included in 
Boute's teaching of resolution threshold. 
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- As for claims. Per Rodden, the user may control the size and position of selected 
windows so that the windows will not be automatically maximized due to the change in 
resolution (1:28-31; 4:32-42). 

- As for claim 5: Per Boute, the predetermined threshold value is 800 pixels by 600 
pixels (11:15-21). 

- As for claims 4, 1 1 : It is inherently included in Rodden's teaching of window that the 
window include a sizing button for reducing (thus restoring) the size of the window by a 
pre-determined amount. Even if it is not, Official notice is taken that implementation of 
the window sizing button is well known, and would have been obvious to one of skill in 
the art for controlling the size of the window. 

- As for claims 8, 12-13: Rodden et al (herein Rodden) teach a conq)uter implemented 
method and corresponding system for displaying a graphical window on a display screen 
having a screen resolution, comprising the steps/means for: 

determining, for the window, whether a display size and display screen position are 
specified for the window (1:58-59, 2:14-17, 4:32-42), and 

if the size and position are specified, rendering the window at the specified size and 
position so that the window is not automatically maximized ( 1 : 59 - 2: 1 1 . See also 
description of figure 4), 

if the size and position are not specified, determining the screen resolution for the display 
screen, 

automatically and inversely changing the size of a display window responsive to 
changing the screen resolution of current display device or switching between display 
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devices of different resolution, i.e., changing the display device not the resolution (1:22- 
28; 3:62-66). 

Rodden fails to clearly teach the comparing the screen resolution against a pre- 
determined threshold value; and automatically maximizing the size of the window on the 
display screen if the screen resolution is below the pre-determined threshold value. 
However, in the same field of window layout, Buote et al teach the comparing screen 
resolution against a pre-determined threshold value and automatically maximizing the 
size of the window on the display screen if the screen resolution is below the pre- 
determined threshold value (Buote' s 11:15-21). It would have been obvious to one of 
skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to combine Buote' s teaching to 
Rodden for automatically maximizing the window at a predetermined resolution 
threshold. Motivation of the combining is to predefine the window size to avoid the lost 
of infonnation (i.e., the window become larger than the display screen). The steps/means 
for determining the screen resolution for the display screen is inherently included in 
Boute's teaching of resolution threshold. Per Rodden, the user may control the size and 
position of selected windows so that the windows will not be automatically maximized 
due to the change in resolution (1:28-31; 4:32-42). 

- As for claim 9: It is inherently included in Rodden that the creating step is performed 
through an appUcation programming interface call, and wherein said determining step 
is performed by monitoring the application progranraiing interface call (3:25-39). 
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- As for claim 14: Rodden et al (herein Rodden) teach a computer implemented method 
and corresponding system for displaying a graphical window on a display screen having a 
screen resolution, comprising the steps/means for: 

determining, for the window, whether a display size and display screen position are 
specified for the window (1:58-59, 2: 14-17, 4:32-42), and 

if the size and position are specified, rendering the window at the specified size and 
position so that the window is not automatically maximized ( 1 : 59 - 2: 1 1 . See also 
description of figure 4), 

if the size and position are not specified, determining the screen resolution for the display 
screen, 

automatically and inversely changing the size of a display window responsive to 
changing the screen resolution of current display device or switching between display 
devices of different resolution, i.e., changing the display device not the resolution (1:22- 
28; 3:62-66), 

- Rodden fails to clearly teach the comparing the screen resolution against a pre- 
determined threshold value; and automatically maximizing the size of the window on 
the display screen if the screen resolution is below the pre-determined threshold 
value. However, in the same field of window layout, Buote et al teach the con^aring 
screen resolution against a pre-determined threshold value and automatically 
maximizing the size of the window on the display screen if the screen resolution is 
below the pre-determined threshold value (Buote's 1 1 : 15-21). It would have been 
obvious to one of skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to combine 
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Buote's teaching to Rodden for automatically maximizing the window at a 
predetermined resolution threshold. Motivation of the combining is to predefine the 
window size to avoid the lost of information (i.e., the window become larger than the 
display screen). The steps/means for determining the screen resolution for the display 
screen is inherently included in Boute's teaching of resolution threshold. Per Rodden, 
the user may control the size and position of selected windows so that the windows 
will not be automatically maximized due to the change in resolution (1:28-31; 4:32- 
42). Rodden fails to teach the step determining whether the window is a new window 
because Rodden disclosure appUes equally well regardless the window is newly 
created. It would have been obvious to apply Rodden' s teaching to newly created 
windows. Motivation of the combining is for controlling the display of the window. 
The determining of whether a window is newly created is well known in GUI design. 
- As for claims 15, 16: Rodden fails to teach the step determining whether the window 
is a new window because Rodden disclosure applies equally well regardless the 
window is newly created. It would have been obvious to apply Rodden' s teaching to 
newly created windows. Motivation of the combining is for controlling the display of 
the window. The determining of whether a window is newly created is well known in 
GUI design. 



Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed 5/8/05 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 
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REMARKS: 

In response to the argument that the references does not teach 

In response to the argument that Rodden does not teach the step determining the size and 
position of a window is specified, the limitation is disclosed in 1:58-59, 4:32-47 wherein the user 
selectively specifies certain windows to be displayed at specified size and position at different 
resolution. Although Rodden fails to teach the step determining whether the window is a new 
window because Rodden' s disclosure applies equally well regardless the window is newly 
created. It would have been obvious to apply Rodden' s teaching to newly created windows, 
wherein the determining of whether a window is newly created is well known in GUI design. 
Per Rodden, specified windows are displayed at the same size and position regardless of screen 
resolution, and non-specified windows are displayed at different size depending on the resolution 
(1:58-59, 4:32-37). Thus the determination the screen resolution is inherently included in the 
displaying of non-specified windows. 

In response to the argument that Rodden disclosure directs to reconfiguring of the 
windows only responsive to changing of screen resolution of a display device, Rodden' s 
invention related to reconfiguring of windows responsive to current screen resolution. The 
current screen resolution can be obtained by changing resolution of the display device, or NOT 
changing the resolution but changing a device that has a different resolution. This is similar to 
loading a GUI or creating a new GUI in a display device that has a different resolution. 

In response to the argument that Rodden' s calculation of the window size and position is 
different from the appUcant's invention, the claims as recited do not exclude the method of 
calculation disclosed by Rodden. 



Application/Control Number: 10/001,442 



Art Unit: 2179 



Page 9 



5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ba Huynh whose telephone number is (571) 272-4138. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon - Fri. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Weilun Lo can be reached on (571) 272-4847. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for pubUshed appUcations 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (BBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Ba Huynh 
Primary Examiner 
AU2179 



1/1/06 



